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“Back to the Future” - A Retrospective Analysis of University Business Models 
Using established strategic management and business model frameworks we map the 
evolution of universities in the context of their value proposition to students as consumers of 
their products.  We argue that in the main universities over time have transitioned from a 
value-based business model through to an efficiency-based business model that for numerous 
reasons, is becoming rapidly unsustainable.  We further argue that the future university 
business models would benefit with a reconfiguration towards a network-value based model. 
This approach requires a revised set of perceived benefits, better aligned to the current and 
future expectations and an alternate approach to the delivery of those benefits to learner / 
consumers.  !
Keywords: Strategy; business models; University policy; e-commerce 
A progressive decrease in the funding of large public teaching and research institutions has 
coincided with an emergence, evolution and wide-scale uptake of mobile and digital technologies.  
Consistent with humanity’s ongoing relationship with technological innovation (as a panacea for all 
ills) many have focused on the ability of technology enhanced learning approaches to solve the two 
primary areas of concern via a single approach (Kaufman, 1998).  The on-line delivery of education 
has been seen as i) a potential solution in its ability to simultaneously improve the quality of education 
and ii) to reduce costs associated with the construction and maintenance of large facilities, as well as 
other variable costs such as staff, and other infrastructure costs (Gousetia, 2010).  In sum, Universities 
globally face the need to explore more financially sustainable business models that take advantage of 
emerging technologies, effect a reduction in operating costs, explore alternate revenue streams and 
result in Universities being more attentive to consumer and student expectations. 
Australia’s quite unique “School of the air” is a prime example of a technology enhanced 
learning strategy that offered flexibility and significant benefit to a select cohort of learners at 
comparatively minimal cost.  The “School of the Air” is also a good example of a strategic policy 
initiative that had an identified need, a clear objective, offered a unique solution and a strong value 
proposition to its recipients (Stacey & Visser, 2005).  However, the development of a coherent 
strategy in of itself is not enough to ensure positive outcomes.  Whereas a strategy is a unifying theme 
that gives coherence and direction to the actions and decisions of an organization, a business model is 
the description of how an institution intends to actually create that value in the marketplace, 
including: products, services, image, distribution, people and organizational infrastructure (Teece, 
2010).   Importantly, a business model specifies how a strategy is implemented in practice and depicts 
the content, structure and governance of transactions designed so as to create value through the 
exploitation of the identified business opportunity (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010).  Chatterjee 
(2013) outlines four generic business model types that organisations may follow in their attempts to 
adapt successfully to their competitive environment - Efficiency-based models, Value-based models, 
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Network-Value (loyalty based) and Network-efficiency based models.  In this paper we use this 
framework to both chart the generic business models evident in the University sector since its 
inception, and reflect on a potentially appropriate future business model to be adopted in the current 
context of increased consumer expectations, increased competition, technological change and rising 
operating costs. 
To achieve our stated aims we arbitrarily divide the evolution of university business models into 
three distinct time periods from the approximate beginning of the first recorded universities up until 
1980; from 1980 through to the present day; and present day into the “future”.  We concede that a 
more nuanced un-packing of the university sector might indeed be possible. However, in the context 
of describing generic business models, particularly in the western democratic economies of the US, 
Europe and Australia these three time periods, the broad market forces, policy initiatives and business 
models evident within them are parsimonious in their ability to reflect the relevance and effectiveness 
of those models in those contexts. In addition to Chatterjee’s (2013) framework we also use Faulkner 
and Bowman’s (1995) well established concept of the “strategic clock” to visually represent the 
manner in which the value proposition of universities has evolved over time.  Faulkner and Bowman 
(1995) presented a dual axis graph that reflects two of the dominant considerations faced by 
organisations in their value proposition to a market i) the perceived benefit to the consumer of the 
product/service and ii) the retail price of the service or product providing that perceived benefit. An 
essential consideration present within the framework is the ability to determine effectively the 
elements that make up perceived benefit in the minds of key target markets.  
McClung and Werner (2008) explored the option of value proposition as a function of ‘benefit / 
cost” as it specifically related to the University sector.  Consistent with our overall framework that we 
present here they identified that the benefits of a university education to a student lies in the skills and 
body of knowledge they attain, and with them a high earning potential.  They further identified the 
necessity of a university in explicitly acknowledging the notion of a value proposition, what that 
means for students and the recognition that the changing nature of markets and student expectations 
makes them dynamic entities that must be re-evaluated over time.  As we will explore in some detail, 
understanding the nature of the benefit sought after by (a large enough cohort of) learner/consumers 
and the ability to deliver that benefit by universities is pivotal to their ongoing survival. We will argue 
in the main that universities have transitioned from a Value-based business model through to an 
Efficiency-based business model, one that is becoming rapidly un-sustainable.  We further argue that 
future university business models would benefit from a return to a variation of a value based model - 
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that of a Network-Value (Loyalty-Based) business model, along with a revised, complementary set of 
perceived benefits better aligned to the current and future context, in parallel with an alternate 
approach to the delivery of those benefits to students / consumers. 
!
PRE-1980 (VALUE-BASED BUSINESS MODEL)  
The origins of Universities are deeply rooted in the theological tradition with the earliest 
recorded Universities typically discussed from as early as the 9th or 10th century.  Consistent with a 
Value-based business model from these early beginnings the key benefits associated with universities 
were heavily based around their roles as the sole custodians of the generation, storage and 
transmission of knowledge (McClung and Werner, 2008). Value-based business models focus on the 
production of a commodity and work to elevate the desire or perceived need of that commodity such 
that they are able to command a premium price for the provision of that commodity (Chatterjee, 
2013).  Consistent with the need to provide a suite of benefits related to the commodity being sold, 
organisations pursuing this approach typically invest heavily in skilled workforces and knowledge 
professionals to produce outcomes consistent with the target market(s) expectations.  In the context of 
the university sector the desired commodity has traditionally manifested itself in the attainment of a 
qualification that acts as  proxy for a collection of professional capabilities to an agreed standard, 
determined as adequate by representatives of the relevant profession.  More importantly, during this 
early period the attainment of a University qualification was (until relatively recently) closely 
associated with improved opportunities and elevations in social status due to access to more lucrative, 
more fulfilling, increased status occupations within society.  We argue that the “key benefits” offered 
by Universities during this period were: i) the recognition that they were the single source of 
professional knowledge and insight;  ii) possessed a high degree of trust around the rigour and 
integrity of the qualification provided by the institution; and iii) increasing levels of accessibility and 
access into their institutions, all of which were backed by a strong generic “brand” of prestige and 
social status conferred onto Universities by the community. As such an argument can be made that 
from their early beginnings to the later part of the 20th century Universities typically adopted a Value-
Based business model that offered significant, embedded competitive advantages to those operating 
within the sector. 
From their early origins universities established their position within the community as the 
primary vessels of knowledge and insight.  This strong position within the “marketplace” was 
consolidated though policy and regulatory means, by achieving tight controls around a skilled labour 
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market and enjoying high barriers to entry into the sector, primarily due to the significant costs 
associated with establishing a physical campus and supporting administrative infrastructures.  Some 
universities strengthened this position with those referred to as “sandstone” in the UK and “Ivy-
league” institutions in the US endeavoured to cultivate and promote a sense of prestige that strongly 
aligned with the organisation’s research outcomes, intellectual (human) resources and the success of 
its alumni.  This prestige and reputation further drove a key element of the value proposition during 
this period built around the trust and confidence that the education and qualifications issued by these 
institutions could be trusted as an accurate reflection of the knowledge and training required by the 
relevant profession being studied.  As the University sector grew and developed further network 
externalities were realised as the prestige and reputation associated with the university increased as 
alumni and staff built their reputation and aligned to the University as an institution.   
Insert Fig. 2. here 
As demonstrated in Figure 2. however, there was a significant shift in the accessibility of 
universities, particularly during the post-war era of the 1950’s as governments worked to ensure 
higher levels of University participation for both social and economic reasons.  For example, a 
significant structural change within the US was the introduction of the Servicemen's Readjustment 
Act of 1944 (GI Bill) and high levels of state funding facilitated a significant reduction in the “price” 
of tertiary education, increasing access to a much broader cross-section of the population.  Over this 
period the accessibility of tertiary education significantly increased, evolving from an experience 
available only to a privileged few, to wide-scale participation across all socio-economic levels.  
Various public policy initiatives in the US, Europe and Australia were introduced to improve 
University participation rates and in many instances up until the 1980’s the majority of university 
students paid heavily subsidised or no tuition fees.  For example, in 1974 the Australian government 
abolished public University fees and this remained in place until the introduction of the Higher 
Education Contribution Scheme (HECS) in 1989.  In the UK university fees were only introduced as 
late as 1998 and in Europe the majority of public universities remain either fee-free or are heavily 
subsidised by the state. Policy measures such as described had a demonstrable impact on university 
participation rates, with enrolments in the US seen to increase from 1.3 million in 1939 to over 2 
million in 1946, with data indicating that by 1949 over 2.2 million veterans or returning servicemen 
took advantage of the GI Bill (Bound & Turner, 2002).  Similarly, in Australia participation rates were 
recorded as increasing from 3,300 students (or 0.1% of the population) in 1914 to 30,000 in the 
1950’s, further increasing to 148,000 students by 1975.  As will be discussed later, a major 
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consequence of increasing participation rates (particularly at the end of this period) was the need for 
Universities to adjust to these significant increases in scale and scope as the desire (and need) for a 
wider suite of professional skills increased in parallel with a growing economy, particularly in the 
50-60’s and again, with the shift of first world economies toads an intensification of knowledge-work 
and service industry economies.  
Key characteristics of this period included: 
• Strong barriers to entry - knowledge highly concentrated around Universities; significant costs 
associated with the provision of physical and administrative infrastructures; strong regulatory 
compliance costs; 
• Minimal suppliers / few (nil) alternatives - regulatory and professional certification requirements 
limited rivals; 
• High switching costs - difficult for students to switch between alternate “suppliers” or other 
universities; 
• Low levels of rivalry - growing market, particularly post-war; stable number of industry players due 
to the high costs of establishing a University; 
• The sector enjoyed high levels of national funding and the benefited from the willingness of funding 
bodies to tolerate the costs associated with the provision of Universities as a critical infrastructure 
within society. 
In simple terms then up until the early 1980’s the value proposition of Universities evolved 
rapidly from one of limited benefit to a privileged few, to significant benefit to a wide cross-section of 
the community, primarily due to improved participation and reduced attendance costs to the consumer 
/ student.  However, we argue that changes in funding models for public institutions, the significant 
increase in participation rates and changing market conditions resulted in universities shifting away 
from a Valued-based business model to one more consistent with an Efficiency-based model. 
!
1980-PRESENT (EFFICIENCY - BASED BUSINESS MODEL)  
A review of the period following the 1980’s can be seen as one of rapid change for Universities.  
We argue that the increasing accessibility of universities, along with increased demand for skilled 
labour drove a shift in the generic university business model away from an exclusively Value-Based 
model to one more focused on efficiency, particularly in the case of student experience and delivery 
modes.  Efficiency based business models are those that look to exploit as effectively as possible their 
assets, pursuing revenue generation primarily through economies of scale and standardisation of 
production, while aiming to reduce wherever possible the costs associated with that production 
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(Chatterjee, 2013, Porter, 1985).  It is fair to say that perhaps few universities are exemplars of the 
efficiency model, but evidence of this model can be identified particularly when looking at course 
offerings and the principle mode of teaching delivery which typically involves standardised offerings 
(a fixed degree structure) large lecture theatre attendance and exam based assessment -  all consistent 
with economy of scale mechanisms (Parker, 2013). However, structural, market and technological 
changes meant that the previously strong value proposition enjoyed by universities has been steadily 
eroded, in relation to both price and perceived benefit. 
Insert Fig. 3. here 
Price: While the credibility, legitimacy and rigour of a university qualification remains largely 
intact, questions as to their relevance and the ability to provide a “return on investment" have begun to 
be asked.  The Economist (Dec 1st, 2012) reports that in the US the cost (price paid) per student for 
university access has risen almost five times the rate of inflation since 1983 and debt-per-student has 
doubled in the last 15 years. A significant amount of concern has been raised around the escalating 
levels of student-loan debt and the potentially poor return faced by students when considering current 
salary levels (Sanchez, 2014).  This period is also distinguished by universities experiencing difficulty 
in their ability to achieve meaningful gains in the second part of the efficiency equation, especially in 
relation to their ability to decrease their costs of production.  Therefore while participation rates 
remain historically high they differ significantly from those seen in the post-war period due to the 
associated rise in student debt (Bowen, 2012).   In effect, the price paid by students for their education 
continues to rise while at the same time perceiving a decrease in the salary and job opportunities they 
can expect following graduation (Hillman, 2014). 
Benefit:  This current period is also significant in that the overall value proposition of 
universities has been further weakened with decreasing levels of perceived benefit in the eyes of both 
students (and in some instances employers). In the main, universities have been criticised for their 
traditional efficiency based approach to instruction and testing via economy of scale mechanisms such 
as huge lecture halls and standardised examinations - both of which are administratively efficient but 
are widely recognised as poor in their ability to achieve positive student outcomes.  Parker (2013) 
provides an extensive review of  what she terms education massification - the trend towards increased 
class sizes, increased academic staff workloads and the rationalisation of smaller, less financially 
sustainable courses.  The rapid evolution of digital and web based technologies has further 
emphasised the conventional lecture/tutorial mode of delivery as being potentially outmoded and 
actually contributing to the large structural costs being bourn by educational institutions.  The value of 
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a University qualification has been further diluted with the emergence of “degree inflation” - a 
situation where policies designed to increase university participation rates are potentially the victims 
of their own success (Bollag, 2007).  In simple economic supply and demand terms the greater 
amount of people in the marketplace with a qualification, the less exclusive advantage that 
qualification confers on its holder - particularly when the qualification is one that is (an economically 
efficient) standardised degree that has similar content, similar learning experiences and similar 
learning outcomes regardless of the student’s ideal career intentions. 
Further, the high growth potential and the geographically un-tethered nature of a more digitised 
industry has attracted a number of highly competitive players into the market place. As such, the key 
value proposition of universities as the single repositories of knowledge over this most recent period 
has also been eroded. In addition to traditional providers exploring alternate delivery models, 
substitutes to educational institutions have emerged over time (Porter, 2008).  The likes of Wikipedia, 
ITunes U., Kahn Academy, TEDed and even YouTube are all adding to the competitive pressures, 
collectively providing an informal platform for self-directed individuals to access and consume 
material on a diverse range of subjects without the need to enrol, register or pay.  The emergence of 
second tier players and commercial providers, again especially evident in areas such as software 
certification (e.g. JAVA certification) and project management certification (e.g. PRINCE II) are 
billion dollar industries worldwide, of which the University sector makes up only a small proportion.  
At the other end of the scale high profile education platforms such as the Stanford backed Coursera 
are providing free course content and offering certification options via their “Signature Track” for 
between US$30 - $100 on a wide range of topic areas (Epsome, 2013).  Closer to home, long time 
distance education provider the University of New England has recently released the “UNE Open 
model” which provides free content with an optional assessment component ($495 fee) which if 
completed will make students eligible for 1 unit of credit in a conventional UNE course. 
Key characteristics of this period include: 
• Weakened barriers to entry - increasingly distributed knowledge base; technology enabled 
access to data and information; reduced setup costs 
• Increased rivalry - increased numbers of private / commercial providers 
• Alternatives - emerging alternate platforms available at limited  
• Reduced cost advantage due to substantially decreased levels of public funding !
In summary, from the late 1980’s universities have experienced a steadily decline in the 
perceived benefit they offered consumers of their commodity, while at the same time driving an 
Page    of  7 17
increase in price in order to offset the increasing cost of delivering that commodity.  The combination 
of these factors has resulted in a decrease in their overall value proposition to students, at a time when 
the sector is experiencing a rise in interest from the commercial sector and the emergence of possible 
alternative suppliers of professional education.  In simple terms, the tolerance of the market, funding 
bodies and the community at large to accept highly variable quality levels of heavily subsidised 
education no longer exists.  This is perhaps best reflected in the Australian context by the recent 2013 
Ernst & Young findings on Australian Universities (Bokor, 2012) and while some of the report’s 
contents are subject to debate, the overall tone of the report is reflected elsewhere (Coaldrake & 
Stedman, 2013:1998).  Significant decreases in the willingness of funding bodies to support public 
institutions, the rise of personal and digital technologies, changing market conditions and the 
difficulty of Universities to structurally adapt to a low-cost production model is proving the 
Efficiency-Based business model unsustainable for Universities into the future.  We suggest that while 
Universities did well during the later part of the 20th century to achieve some economies of scale on 
the demand side (this is now being eroded) their inability to adequately address their costs of 
production means that continuing to pursue an efficiency-based model will prove to be unsustainable 
in the long term.  
!
FUTURE MODEL - (NETWORK-VALUE “LOYALTY-BASED” BUSINESS MODEL) 
As discussed, the current Efficiency-Based business model of tertiary education is facing a 
number of challenges in the form of new competitors, changing student expectations and the 
exponential growth of information and data via the internet.  When considering the overall value 
proposition of the university sector there is considerable pressure to move from its exiting position as 
reflected in Figure 3.0 to one reflected in Figure 4.0 below, featuring a reduced price to the the 
learner/consumer while simultaneously increasing their levels of perceived benefit, presumably 
influenced by broader society trends such as the desire for convenience, ubiquitous computing and 
personalised service experiences. We argue that a particularly effective approach to achieving this 
scenario might be to adopt a variation of the original value-based business model, leveraging existing 
characteristics, while at the same time taking advantage of emerging technologies to build a Network-
Value business model. 
[Insert figure 4 here] 
The Economist (June 28th, 2014) recently observed, only partly in jest that universities do have 
“a few trump cards. As well as teaching, examining and certification, college education creates social 
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capital. Students learn how to debate, present themselves, make contacts and roll joints. How can a 
digital college experience deliver all of that?”.  “Tongue in cheek” or not the point is well made that 
universities as institutions do have a number of elements that they may wish to leverage to their 
advantage.  Universities are ancient institutions that have held a very particular place in society since 
inception, and while this has been identified as one of the reasons for the predicament they now find 
themselves in, it is also the source of some powerful elements that adaptive institutions could 
potentially use to their advantage.  
Present in both the minds of students and employers the heritage, prestige and credibility of 
universities are all characteristics with high degrees of causal ambiguity,  in that the ability of 
incoming firms to replicate then is extremely limited (Barney, 1991).  Despite the recent advances in 
the delivery of education via digital means recent evidence suggests that on-line education still suffers 
from perceptions of being “lesser”.  Both industry and academia report that on-line education 
emanating from a conventional tertiary institution is valued more highly than from a purely on-line 
provider.  Industry analysts Drexel report that “Academic experts, employers and recruiting 
professionals agree that to maximise the value of one’s credentials through online learning, the chosen 
program must meet three criteria. The learning institution must be regionally accredited, have a 
traditional campus, and encompass a reputable academic brand.” (http://www.drexel.com/online-
degree-vs-traditional-degree#).  In the main this has been supported empirically by Fogle and Elliott 
(2013) who found that employers (a critical stakeholder group in this discussion) perceived a 
traditional or hybrid modality as more credible than a purely online course across multiple industries.  
They also identified that degrees delivered purely on-line are still viewed with some degree of 
suspicion in the context of  hiring decisions.  Therefore certification, and the ability to confer a 
qualification onto a student that complies with credible national or international accreditation 
requirements is a key capability for universities - particularly in the face of private providers 
competing in spaces traditionally held by Universities.   
However the provision of university accredited certification on its own is not enough to ensure 
sustainable competitive advantage, particularly as the provision of this becomes increasingly 
untethered geographically (such is the case now) and students are provided with significantly higher 
levels of choice about the certifying institution they align themselves to.  In short, the ability to certify 
will become a threshold capability and universities will have to find an alternate, more substantial 
source of differentiation to attract even local students to their institution (Barney, 1991). Importantly, 
recent feedback on MOOCs have shown that despite being “free”, participants still have high 
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expectations of the teaching and learning experience, and subsequently have suffered criticism for not 
being perceived as up to standard (Johnson et al. 2014).  While there is a competitive driver to better 
utilise technology in the delivery of existing courses the evidence suggests that by effectively 
adapting to digital delivery models universities may also enhance their ability to be competitive and 
sustainable over a longer time period.  By default however it does require investment and open 
thinking around the most effective way to respond and incorporate these new technologies into their 
modes of operation. 
The introduction of MOOCS have captured the imagination and attention of education 
stakeholders worldwide.  Much has been made of the enormous uptake of the various courses offered 
on the EDx and Coursera platforms amongst others, and the potential offered by on-line learning 
experiences.  However, the long-term sustainability of the MOOC model has also come under 
scrutiny, with significantly high rates of participant attrition (up to 93%), highly variable levels of 
perceived quality and most importantly, significant levels of seed funding (Corsera $US65M to date) 
without any apparent means of achieving a financial return (Ruth, 2012).  Many institutions appear to 
be engaging in the space early, with some expectation of developing a degree of capability in the hope 
that when a viable business model does in fact emerge, they will have reduced the lag-time associated 
with responding (Magner, 2013).   
Consequently a review of approaches to large scale, on-line education ventures provide minimal 
evidence of an optimal model, either for the Australian domestic market, or overseas (See Magner 
(2013) for an industry review) but there are indications of  market increasingly more open to digital 
and online learning experiences.  Trounson (2013) in the Higher Ed. supplement (27th Nov: 20) 
reported that the growth of “taster courses” offered by Open Universities Australia (OUA) 
Open2Study was over 30% with just short of 20’000 students in their fourth cohort.  While OUA is 
not giving academic credit for any of its Open 2 Study courses it does appear to be using the free short 
MOOC style courses as a “feeder” into its conventional degree programs.  Incidentally OUA reported 
$226.6 million in total revenue for 2013 which reflected an 18.5% increase on the previous year.  
Magner (2013) further estimates that private on-line education providers earned profits of 
approximately 15% of revenue with the industry overall receiving a return of 8.7% of revenue, taking 
into account non-profit providers in 2013-14. These figures then would suggest a sector with 
moderate - high degrees of growth and significant opportunities for those institutions able to adapt 
existing capabilities in this area. Therefore, while MOOCS and their subsequent variants have been 
largely underwhelming (bar the hype) both financially and pedagogically they have effectively 
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signalled at least two important emerging trends in the tertiary sector.  1) They have effectively raised 
awareness as to the evolving nature of education, the increasing commercial and market pressures 
being placed on the tertiary sector and have opened up the idea that there might be alternate models of 
tertiary education provision (see Bokor (2012) for a snapshot of these issues). 2) More specifically, 
there appears to be a growing market for short term, consumable learning experiences amongst the 
general population, particularly for those able to facilitate and support collaborative learning 
opportunities and professional outcomes (Chafkin, 2013).  
Given this context it follows that Universities require the adoption of a business model 
that allows them to move back toward a Value-Based business model, acknowledged that at 
least in the short-term they are unable to achieve the low production costs required to 
effectively pursue an Efficiency-Based model.  Instead, a variation of what Chatterjee (2013) 
describes as a Network-Value based business model is proposed.  Network-value business 
models maintain the fundamental principle of Value-Based models but with a number of 
specific elements actively incorporating the notion of network externalities. Network 
externalities are benefits afforded to a consumer principally derived from the presence of a 
growing community of users directly related to the use or participation in that service (Lin & 
Lu, 2011).  Externalities can result from a greater access to resources through economies of 
scale and/or scope, increased levels of perceived prestige or feelings of belonging to the 
network, or having access to complementary goods or services as a result of their network 
affiliation (Chiua et al., 2013). In a university context this might be reflected in the ability of a 
learning institution to genuinely offer a rich “connected learning” experience for learners. 
Further, as the network of connected learners grows the greater the network externality effects 
due to the increased richness and efficiency of the learning network available to members of 
that community.  A university business model that drives positive learning experiences while 
incorporating technologies such as learning analytics (Seimens, 2013) would also be well 
placed to embed the notion of learner loyalty - being perceived as the “go-to” point for an 
individual’s life-long learning, rather than a single point of contact for one or possibly two 
qualifications during their career lifespan. Finally, a university may also try to exploit the value 
of network externalities by developing a “hub” where buyers and sellers of knowledge and 
learning experiences have real-time access to transparent and trustworthy information - further 
expanding the idea that engaging in a University lead learning experience is increasingly about 
helping individuals generate and build knowledge as part of the learning community, rather 
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than operating in broadcast/consumption mode of operation so prevalent in the efficiency-based 
business models of contemporary universities. 
Re-conceptualised key benefits offered by Universities during this period need to be:  
Exiting benefit elements that need to be sustained and leveraged: 
• University accredited certification (prestige measure) 
• Knowledge base is enhanced, enriched & concentrated 
• Trust in experience and material is enhanced 
• Discovery and transmission of institution derived knowledge (research impact) 
Benefit elements that require development and  enhancement 
• Enhanced pedagogically driven learning & development experiences 
• Increased alternate forms of accessibility; reduction of formal barriers to entry 
• Highly individualised and customised to emerging occupations & student career aspirations 
• Delivery is multi-modal, rich, flexible and “connected” 
• Driven to individual discovery of existing knowledge and insight 
!
CONCLUSION !
While the competitive climate is changing rapidly, for those universities that are agile enough a 
wealth of opportunities exist, both to explore the digital on-line space and to augment current face-to-
face practice with technology enhanced learning capabilities.  However, deciding how to compete in a 
market space from a strategic perspective is likely to be unsuccessful if there is no clear understanding 
of how you intend to compete in the context of your business model (Grewal et al., 2011).  Further, 
there should be clarity on the desired outcomes resulting from the investment in the development and 
construction of the business model. In this paper we have identified the key elements possessed by the 
generic university business models in the past.  In doing so we have shown that rather than being 
static institutions unable to change we have shown a gradual evolution of the university business 
model.  In response to government policy, market forces and industry need the generic business model 
of universities have transitioned from a Value-Based business model to an Efficiency-Based business 
model.  Further, we have argued that universities may realise some degree of success by utilising 
emerging digital and on-line technologies to transition towards  a Network-Value based business 
model which will allow them to simultaneously reduce a component of their delivery costs, but more 
importantly, increase the perceived benefit of their institution to future prospective students and 
employers. 
!
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